continues to be structured around two axes, with a relatively clear economic dimension and a far more diffuse cultural dimension whose content and significance fluctuates considerably depending on the period and context. They also show that the relationships between individuals' demographic characteristics, their values and their political choices are not insignificant and that education and occupation have eclipsed many of the traditional socio-demographic characteristics in structuring the vote.
The first group of contributions, Stoll (2010) and Bornschier (2010) , research the value-defined space of party elites looking at party programs and media accounts across both space and time with multiple cases and multiple time periods. They find a continuing dominant socio-economic dimension of political competition but also, in almost all cases, a second dimension, though the authors disagree on the degree to which this dimension can be narrowed down to 'cultural-identity' politics. A related contribution by Henjak (2010) also looks at value orientations, but focuses on individual-level alignments between values and party vote in a large number of countries using public opinion survey data gathered during the early 2000s. Henjak finds a two-dimensional structure of competition but suggests a wide variety in the strength of the two dimensions as well as in the component elements of the second dimension from one country to the next. While Stoll and Bornschier ascribe an important role to parties in shaping the contours of the arena in which they compete, Henjak explores the interplay between deeper cultural and economic factors and the role of political leaders through their support for particular policies related to the welfare state.
A second group of contributions add direct consideration of sociodemographic characteristics to the value and institutional variables. Stubager's study (2010) takes advantage of the focused scope of the case study method to document shifts in the relationship between sociodemographic categories and value orientations and party preference in one country -Denmark -over more than two decades of public opinion data. Dolezal's (2010) contribution documents the relationship between socio-demographics and value orientations for a single family of partiesthe Greens -across Europe in public opinion data collected during the early 2000s. Both articles suggest that shifts in underlying socio-demographic characteristics, particularly increases in the share of the population with higher education, help to create new alignments, though both also suggest an important role for party responses to the demographic change.
A third group of contributions look at the ways that the interactions among socio-demographic elements, value orientations and party choice are shaped by space and time. The article by Knutsen (2010) uses a combination of election results and opinion surveys from the early 2000s to test the degree to which regional patterns of party voting depend on various types of socio-demographic variables and value orientations. He finds that regional differences are to a considerable extent due to differences in class composition. The contribution by Van der Brug (2010) uses four rounds of opinion surveys from across Europe between the late 1980s and mid-2000s to test the degree to which relationships depend on time-period, cohort and life-cycle. He finds that the influence of class, religion and left-right orientation is in decline, though the decline is not entirely secular. Finally, the contribution by To´ka and Gosselin (2010) uses survey data from the early 2000s to address the degree to which particular configurations of structural and value variables mobilize political behavior and stabilize political choices over time. They demonstrate that the voters who are attracted to parties because of party-specific social and attitudinal variables (the cleavage voters) are more loyal and politically more active than other citizens.
These eight contributions serve as the basis for the volume's second section containing reviews of the volume and the field by four leading experts: Geoffrey Evans (2010), Mark Franklin (2010) , Herbert Kitschelt (2010) , and Hanspeter Kriesi (2010) . These commentators graciously accepted our request not only for their synthetic thoughts on the volume and its relationship to their own work in the field but also for more polemic and speculative thoughts on four big questions: 'the most useful generalization we can make about the structure of political competition', 'the most misleading current misconception about structure', 'the most promising but not yet fully proven hypothesis' and 'the kind of research and data that we now need the most.' Their reflections make it evident that the empirical studies presented in the volume have been conducted in a methodological and conceptual minefield. We are grateful both to the senior scholars for their valuable comments and to the authors of the empirical articles for their readiness to expose themselves to the sharp and often polemic observations in the commentaries. By asking the commentators not only to give their subjective assessment of the current scholarship but also to point out what bothers them most, we encouraged diverging views -typically latently -to come to the surface and hope that the open contention can serve as a basis for future work in the field. Finally, toward that same end, the editors (Deegan-Krause and Enyedi 2010) offer concluding thoughts of their own which address the impact of political agency on the types of structures discussed in this volume and offer a theoretical framework designed to help to integrate the excellent but fragmented efforts of scholars who explore the ways in which political leaders shape structural constraints.
The editors wish to heartily thank the contributors to this volume for their diligent effort and active cooperation, but our thanks go beyond those whose names are listed in the table of contents. Each article benefited from the comments of multiple anonymous reviewers and the editors were aided in their task by other scholars including Jennifer Fitzgerald, Staffan Kumlin, Stratos Patrikios, Eleanor Scarbrough, Hermann Schmitt, and Sara Svensson, who reviewed aspects of particular texts. The other participants of the ECPR Joint Sessions in Helsinki, Finland -Asher Arian, Daniele Introduction 417 Caramani, Goran Č ular, Ivan Greguric´, Youngmi Kim, Shahaeen Mozaffar, Oleh Protsyk, James Scarritt, Gunes Tezcur, and Joost van Spanje -also contributed to the project through their insightful comments on agency and cleavage. We are particularly grateful to Peter Mair who encouraged and supported the idea of the volume. Finally, we are thankful for the support of our families; it is strangely appropriate that our meetings to prepare this volume led our wives and children to form their own enduring social relationships.
